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Date  of  Publication  of  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration:  March  27,  2004 


Lead  Agency:       City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,J?lanning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Agency  Contact  Person:  Leigh  Kienker  Telephone:  (415)558-5970 

Project  Title:  2003.0053E  -  520  Chestnut  Street  Project  Sponsor/Contact:  COBEST/ 

Construction  of  20-Unit  Residential  Building       Mitchell  Benjamin,  (415)  882-9783 


Project  Address:  520  Chestnut  St. 

Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:  Block  0052,  Lot  009 
City  and  County:  San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  The  proposed  project  is  construction  of  a  57,393-gross-square-foot  (gsf),  four- 
story,  20-unit  residential  building,  with  21  basement  parking  spaces,  through  a  vertical  addition  to  an 
existing  building.  The  proposed  project  would  include  eight  one-bedroom  and  twelve  two-bedroom  units. 
The  project  site  is  located  on  the  north  side  of  Chestnut  Street,  between  Mason  and  Powell  Streets,  in  the 
North  Beach  neighborhood,  on  Assessor's  Block  0052,  Lot  009.  The  project  would  include  the  reuse  of 
the  existing  approximately  21,250-gsf,  two-story,  warehouse  constructed  in  1927  and  its  9,000-gsf 
basement  level,  and  structural  improvements  to  the  foundation.  New  construction  would  add  a  27,143-gsf 
vertical  addition,  set  back  from  the  street,  to  the  existing  21,250-gsf  building  resulting  in  an 
approximately  57,393-gsf  building.  The  new  building  would  be  approximately  40  feet  in  height  at  the 
roofline.  The  site  is  in  the  North  Beach  NCD  (Neighborhood  Commercial  District)  zoning  district  and 
40-X  height  and  bulk  district.  The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Commission  for  lot  size  and  Variance  authorization  from  the  Zoning  Administrator 
for  location  of  rear  yard. 


Building  Permit  Application  Numbers:  (Not  available) 


THIS  PROJECT  COULD  NOT  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT. 

This  finding  is  based  upon  the  criteria  of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections 
15064  (Determining  Significant  Effect),  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance)  and  15070 
(Decision  to  Prepare  a  Negative  Declaration),  and  the  following  reasons  as  documented  in  the  Initial 
Evaluation  (Initial  Study)  for  the  project,  which  is  attached: 

Mitigation  measures,  if  any,  included  in  this  project  to  avoid  potentially  significant  effects:  See  pages  23- 
25. 
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Initial  Study 
Case  Nos.  2003.0053E  -  520  Chestnut  Street 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  proposed  project  is  construction  of  a  57,393-gross-square-foot  (gsf),  four-story,  20-unit  residential 
building,  with  21  basement  parking  spaces,  through  a  vertical  addition  to  an  existing  building.  The 
proposed  project  would  include  eight  one-bedroom  and  twelve  two-bedroom  units.  The  project  site  is 
located  on  the  north  side  of  Chestnut  Street,  between  Mason  and  Powell  Streets,  in  the  North  Beach 
neighborhood,  on  Assessor's  Block  0052,  Lot  009.  The  project  would  include  the  reuse  of  the  existing 
approximately  21,250-gsf,  two-story,  concrete  warehouse  constructed  in  1927  and  its  9,000-gsf  basement 
level,  and  structural  improvements  to  the  foundation.  New  construction  would  add  a  27,143-gsf  vertical 
addition,  set  back  from  the  facade  approximately  eight  feet  on  the  third  floor  and  an  additional  six  feet  on 
the  fourth  floor,  to  the  existing  building  resulting  in  an  approximately  57,393-gsf  building.  The  new 
building  would  be  approximately  40  feet  in  height  at  the  roofline,  with  roof  features  and  elevator 
penthouse  extending  beyond  that  height  within  the  height  and  bulk  limitations.  The  addition  would  rise 
approximately  two-  stories  above  the  existing  building,  the  volume  of  which  would  be  re-used  as 
residential  lobby,  unit  space,  and  opened  to  create  an  approximately  1,750-gsf  of  rear/side  yard  area  on 
the  east.  The  existing  building  covers  the  entire  approximately  9,243-gsf  parcel.  The  yard  would  be 
configured  to  back  up  to  the  rear  yards  of  the  adjacent  parcels,  several  of  which  face  Powell  Street.  All  of 
the  units  would  have  their  exposure  to  the  south  (street)  and/or  east  (side).  The  new  building  would 
extend  to  the  rear  property  line  along  the  north  and  west,  as  does  the  existing  building.  The  parcel  is  in 
the  North  Beach  NCD  (Neighborhood  Commercial  District)  zoning  district  and  40-X  height  and  bulk 
district.  The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission  for  use  lot  size  over  5,000  square  feet  and  Variance  authorization  from  the  Zoning 
Administrator  for  location  of  rear  yard  at  the  lot  side. 

The  exterior  of  the  Chestnut  Street  facade  would  be  largely  retained  with  the  project.  Alterations  to  the 
exterior  would  include  the  addition  of  windows  and  entries  within  existing  recessed  bays  and  panels  of 
the  warehouse/garage.  The  roof  of  the  building  would  be  removed  and  the  structural  system  reinforced  to 
support  the  new  addition.  The  interior  of  the  warehouse  is  largely  an  unbroken  volume,  thus  little  interior 
demolition  would  occur  with  the  project.  The  project  as  originally  proposed  would  have  included  the 
demolition  of  the  existing  building,  but  the  project  was  modified  and  replaced  by  the  current  project  in 
order  to  retain  the  existing  building,  included  in  the  North  Beach  Survey  of  Cultural  Resources  and 
considered  a  local  historical  resource,  (discussed  further  in  the  Cultural  section  of  this  Initial  Study). 
Thus,  the  modified  project  incorporates  modifications  that  were  made  following  initial  screening  of 
potential  project  impacts. 

The  project  would  also  involve  conversion  of  the  existing  basement  level  into  a  level  used  for  subsurface 
parking,  which  been  used  as  parking  historically.  There  are  existing  curb  cuts  for  the  garage  bays,  now 
closed.  No  off-street  parking  exists  on  site  presently  and  the  project  would  add  21  off-street  parking 
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spaces  to  the  site.  The  full  basement  of  the  existing  building  was  most  recently  used  as  an  office, 
manufacturing,  and  equipment  storage  area  for  an  electronics  company,  now  vacated  from  the  site. 

As  proposed,  the  existing  building  columns  and  slab  foundation  would  be  reinforced  to  comply  with 
current  building  code  standards.  While  excavation  may  be  limited  to  areas  at  the  base  of  the  existing 
building  columns,  as  part  of  the  proposed  reinforcement  activities,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
(DBI)  would  ultimately  determine  the  type  of  structural  system  required  for  the  project  as  part  of  the 
building  permit  application  review.  The  site  is  located  in  an  area  of  fill,  (discussed  further  in  the  Geology 
section  of  this  Initial  Study),  thus  the  project  would  require  a  substantial  foundation  and  structural  system. 


The  site  has  been  certified  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  as  fully  compliant 
with  required  soil  and  groundwater  contamination  remediation,  as  the  site  of  a  former  Leaking 
Underground  Storage  Tank  (LUST),  in  December  2003.  Underground  tanks,  used  historically  for 
gasoline  storage,  were  removed  in  1999  under  permits  from  the  DPH.  Subsequent  groundwater  and  soil 
sampling  indicated  elevated  petroleum  levels  had  been  removed  or  decreased,  thus  DPH's  Local 
Oversight  Program  certified  the  remedial  actions  as  completed  in  2003. 1 

PROJECT  SETTING 


The  parcel  is  located  on  the  southeast  portion  of  the  block,  on  the  north  side  of  Chestnut  Street,  between 
Mason  and  Powell  Streets  (See  Figure  1).  Francisco  Street  bounds  the  block  on  the  north  side. 
Historically  the  site  was  part  of  the  industrial  and  warehousing  area  of  North  Beach,  associated  with  both 
waterfront  and  city  wide  commerce. 

Historically,  the  site  was  near  the  shoreline  of  the  original  "north  beach"  of  San  Francisco.  Meigg's 
Wharf  extended  from  the  next  block  north,  at  Francisco  Street,  at  nearly  the  alignment  of  the  project  site 
out  to  the  present  day  Jefferson  Street.  The  near-shore  project  block  of  Chestnut  Street  was  among  those 
graded  as  part  of  the  leveling  of  city  hills  in  the  1860's  and  later  filled  as  part  of  reclamation  of  baylands 
out  to  the  present  day  seawall.  The  immediate  area  is  now  predominantly  residential.  Francisco  Middle 
School  encompasses  most  of  the  block  to  the  immediate  east  of  the  project  block.  The  North  Beach  Hope 
VI  Housing  Redevelopment  Project  is  under  construction  northwest  of  the  project  block.  The 
neighborhood  commercial  corridor  of  Columbus  Avenue  is  one  block  to  the  west.  Fisherman's  Wharf  is 
approximately  four  blocks  north  of  the  project  site.  Bay  Street,  two  blocks  north  of  the  site,  carries 
arterial  traffic  east  west  across  the  north  end  of  the  City. 

The  buildings  adjacent  to  the  site  are  multi-family  structures  of  three  or  more  stories.  The  north  and  south 
sides  of  Chestnut  Street  between  Powell  and  Mason  are  primarily  residential  with  the  exceptions  being 
the  project  site  warehouse/garage  and  a  commercial  daycare  facility  across  the  street.  The  large  through- 


Rajiv  Bhatia,  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  letter,  March  19,  2004.  Case  File  2003.0053E,  available  for  review 
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lot  parcel  wrapping  around  the  project  parcel  to  the  west  and  north  is  the  site  of  San  Francisco  Landmark 
No.  129,  the  Bauer  &  Schweitzer  Malting  Company.  The  Schweitzer  family  owned  the  project  parcel  for 
some  time.  The  malt  house  was  the  last  remaining  brewing  and  malting  operation  in  North  Beach  when  it 
was  designated  an  historic  landmark  in  1981.    When  the  malt  house  was  converted  to  the  present 

residential  condominiums  in  the  late  1990's,  nearly  all  of  the  original  malt  house  complex  was 

3 

demolished,  including  the  entirety  of  the  Chestnut  Street  frontage. 
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Carolyn  Kiernat,  Page  &  Turnbull,  Inc.,  520  Chestnut  Street,  San  Francisco,  California  Historical  Resource  Evaluation  Report 
Draft,  August  10,  2003,  2.  Case  File  2003.0053E,  available  for  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660 
Mission  Street. 
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FIGURE  1  -  PROJECT  VICINITY  Source:  William  Dubovsky  Environmental,  2002 
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520  Chestnut  Street 
Case  No.  2003.0053E 


North  side  of  Chestnut  Street  between  Powell  and  Mason. 


FIGURE  2  -  PROJECT  SITE,  EXISTING  CONDITIONS         Source:  Page  &  Tumbull,  Die,  2003 
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520  Chestnut  Street 
Case  No.  2003.0053E 


FIGURE  3A  -  SITE  PLAN,  GROUND  FLOOR  q         c     L  ^ 

'  LUUK  Source:  Sternberg/Benjamin  Architects,  2004 


7 


2003. 005 3 E:  520  Chestnut  Street 


520  Chestnut  Street 
Case  No.  2003.0053E 
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520  Chestnut  Street 
Case  No.  2003.0053E 


FIGURE  4  -  ELEVATION  Source:  Sternberg/Benjamin  Architects,  2004 
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COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS 


Not  Applicable  Discussed 


1) 


Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or  changes 
proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or  Zoning  Map,  if  applicable. 


X 


X 


2) 


Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental 
plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable. 


X 


X 


The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  San  Francisco  Zoning  Maps, 
governs  permitted  uses,  densities,  and  the  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  A  permit  to 
construct  a  new  building  (or  to  alter  or  demolish  an  existing  one)  may  not  be  issued  unless  either  a 
proposed  project  conforms  to  the  Code,  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Code. 

The  project  site  parcel  is  within  the  North  Beach  NCD  (Neighborhood  Commercial  District)  zoning 
district  and  40-X  height  and  bulk  district.  Section  722. 1  of  the  Planning  Code  describes  the  North  Beach 
NCD  as  permitting  commercial  development  at  the  first  two  floors  with  housing  encouraged  above. 
Small-scale  neighborhood-serving  businesses  are  strongly  encouraged,  while  controls  limit  office  uses, 
among  others,  at  the  ground  floor.  The  project  to  replace  a  light-industrial  manufacturing  use  with 
residential  use  at  the  ground  floor  and  above  is  generally  consistent  with  these  use  district  objectives. 
Residential  use  would  be  new  to  the  site.  Residential  buildings  of  20  units  are  permitted  in  the  North 
Beach  NCD.  The  North  Beach  NCD  also  limits  development  lot  size.  Conditional  Use  authorization  is 
required  for  lots  5,000  square  feet  or  greater,  such  as  the  project  site. 

The  40-X  height  and  bulk  district  permits  construction  to  a  height  of  40  feet  with  certain  bulk  restrictions. 
The  proposed  addition  would  increase  the  building  height  from  approximately  28  feet  at  the  top  of  the 
existing  building  parapet  to  approximately  40  feet  at  the  roofline,  with  roof  features  and  an  elevator 
penthouse  extending  beyond  that  height  within  the  height  and  bulk  limitations.  The  approximately  9,253- 
sf  site  as  existing  has  no  rear  yard.  The  Planning  Code  requires  rear  yards  at  every  residential  level  of  the 
structure,  thus  the  project  has  a  requirement  to  provide  a  rear  yard.  The  project  would  introduce  a  rear 
yard  as  a  rear/side  yard  area,  thus  the  project  will  require  Zoning  Administrator  approval  of  a  Variance 
from  Planning  Code  standards  in  satisfying  rear  yard  requirements.  There  are  approval  criteria  for  the 
rear  yard  Variance  in  neighborhood  commercial  districts  that  include  less-than-significant  impedance  of 
adjacent  property  views  or  access  to  light  and  air. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies,  such  as  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  directly  address  environmental 

i 

issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve  characteristics 
of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  development  at  520  Chestnut  Street  would  not 
obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 
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The  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  which  provides  general  objectives  and  policies  to  guide  land  use 
decisions,  contains  some  policies  that  relate  to  physical  environmental  issues.  The  current  project  would 
not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  policies.  In  general,  potential  conflicts  of  a  proposed 
project  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by  decision  makers  (normally  the  Planning  Commission) 
independently  of  the  environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve  or  disapprove  a 
proposed  project  and  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  without  altering  the  physical  environmental 
effects  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  project  is  located  within  the  vicinity  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan's  Northeastern  Waterfront 
Area  Plan.  The  project  would  add  housing  to  the  project  site,  and  as  such,  would  be  consistent  with 
residential  policies  of  the  Area  Plan.  The  proposed  development  at  520  Chestnut  Street  would  not 
obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  other  policies  of  the  Area  Plan. 

In  November  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  approved  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  added  Section  101.1  to  the  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority  Policies.  These 
policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of 
neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of 
commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office 
development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  maximization  of 
earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space. 
Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the 
City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  As  part  of  its 
decision  to  approve  or  disapprove  the  Conditional  Use  authorization,  the  Planning  Commission  would 
determine  the  project's  consistency  with  the  Priority  Policies. 

The  project  is  located  within  the  area  surveyed  for  the  North  Beach  Survey  of  historical  and  architectural 
resources,  a  local  register  of  historical  resources.  The  structure  is  rated  as  a  "2"  in  the  Survey,  indicating 
a  contributing  building,  (discussed  further  in  the  Cultural  section  of  this  Initial  Study).  The  revised 
project  would  be  generally  consistent  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  for  Rehabilitation  and 
would  not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  the  General  Plan's  preservation  policies.  Any  potential 
preservation  plan  conflict  not  identified  in  this  environmental  document  could  be  considered  in  the 
context  of  the  Priority  Policy  findings  and  the  Planning  Commission's  consideration  of  the  project. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

All  items  in  this  section  of  the  Initial  Study  Checklist  have  been  checked  "No",  indicating  that,  upon 
evaluation,  staff  has  determined  that  the  proposed  project  could  not  have  a  significant  adverse 
environmental  effect.  Several  of  those  Checklist  items  have  also  been  checked  "Discussed",  indicating 
that  the  Initial  Study  text  includes  discussion  about  that  particular  issue.  For  all  of  the  items  checked 
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"lj>,"  without  discussion,  the  conclusions  regarding  potential  significant  adverse  environmental  effects 
an  based  upon  field  observation,  staff  experience  and  expertise  on  similar  projects,  and/or  standard 
reirence  material  available  within  the  Department,  such  as  the  Department's  Transportation  Impact 
Artlysis  Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  or  the  California  Natural  Diversity  Data  Base  and  maps, 
oulished  by  the  California  Department  of  Fish  and  Game.  For  each  checklist  item,  the  evaluation  has 
;csidered  the  impacts  of  the  project  both  individually  and  cumulatively. 

1.  Land  Use.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  an 

established  community?  _     X  X 

(b)  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the  existing 

character  of  the  vicinity?  _    X  X 

TI  neighborhood  is  primarily  residential  with  small-scale  commercial  and  institutional  uses  interspersed. 
pr  icisco  Middle  School  is  located  around  the  corner  from  the  project  site,  on  most  of  the  next  block,  at 
2 1 0  Powell  Street.  A  daycare  center  is  located  across  the  street  from  the  project  site. 

n  existing  structure  covers  the  entire  parcel  as  would  the  proposed  project.  Powell  Street,  by  the 
or  ect  site,  and  Columbus  and  Bay  Streets,  two  blocks  to  the  west  and  north  respectively,  are  the  primary 
3U  lie  transportation  routes  in  the  area.  The  project  would  not  introduce  any  permanent  impediments  to 
ie;hborhood  connectivity  or  circulation,  (see  the  Transportation  section  of  this  Initial  Study).  The 
:>r  )osed  project  would  not  substantially  alter  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  the  neighborhood. 

rt  existing  building  is  currently  vacant,  but  was  in  light-industrial  use  by  an  electronics  manufacturing 

:oiipany  until  2002.  The  1927  building  was  originally  used  as  a  garage,  then  a  warehouse,  and  has  been 

4 

is  l  for  a  variety  of  manufacturing  since  at  least  the  1980's.  The  site  of  the  Bauer  &  Schweitzer  Malt 
Umpany,  next  door  at  530  Chestnut,  takes  up  nearly  half  of  the  block.  The  former  brewery,  built  in  1895 
in  rebuilt  in  1908,  was  a  substantial  landmark  of  the  industrial  and  supporting  commercial  uses 
rrrspersed  with  residential  uses  that  characterized  North  Beach's  northern  waterfront  area.  The 
)f  )osed  project  at  520  Chestnut  follows  a  trend  of  residential  use  replacing  former  light-industrial  uses 
n  le  neighborhood,  such  as  the  former  brewery  site  (Malt  House),  and  elsewhere  in  the  San  Francisco, 
ft  project  would  increase  the  intensity  of  residential  use  in  the  immediate  area,  while  the  light  industrial 
is  on  the  site  would  be  eliminated.  The  project  would  retain  the  historic  character  of  the  existing 
Hiding  and  would  preserve  elements  of  the  area's  historic  land  use  character.5  As  a  predominantly 
e:  iential  area,  even  exclusive  of  the  Malt  House  conversion,  the  residential  use  of  the  site  would  not  be 
u  ;tantially  or  demonstrably  incompatible  with  the  surrounding  community. 

x  the  aforementioned  reasons,  project  impacts  to  land  use  would  be  less-than-significant. 


II  :rnat,  7. 

PI  rk  Luellen,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  Memorandum,  February  24,  2004.  Case  File  2003.0053E,  available  for 
;v  w  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street. 
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2.  Visual  Quality 

(a) 
(b) 


Could  the  project: 

Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect? 

Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or 

vista  now  observed  from  public  areas? 

Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare  substantially  effecting  other 

properties? 


Yes  No  Discussed 
X  X 


X 


(c) 


X 


X 


The  revised  project  would  add  two  floors  for  twenty  units  of  condominium  housing  as  an  addition  to  the 
existing  building,  set  back  eight  feet  from  the  existing  building  at  the  third  floor  and  another  six  feet  at  the 
fourth  floor.  The  prominent  parapet  of  the  existing  warehouse  would  be  retained.  With  the  project,  the 
ground  floor  of  the  historic  building  would  be  altered  to  include  window  and  entrance  openings,  however 
these  would  be  inset  within  the  existing  recessed  bays  and  frieze  relief  panels  of  the  building  facade. 
Historic  materials  would  be  retained.  Thus,  characteristic  features  of  the  existing  building  street  wall 
would  be  substantially  retained. 

The  proposed  project  would  add  a  volume  of  building  mass  over  the  existing  building  and  to  the  interior 
of  the  parcel,  an  area  that  is  presently  unobstructed  over  an  average  height  of  approximately  25  feet.  The 
proposed  building  would  be  approximately  40  feet  in  height  at  the  roofline,  with  parapet  and  stair  and 
elevator  penthouses  extending  upwards  of  this  height  per  Planning  Code  allowances,  consistent  with  the 
height  and  bulk  district  in  which  it  is  located  (40-X).  Although  the  proposed  addition  would  be  set  back 
from  the  existing  facade,  the  additional  building  volume  would  change  the  overall  visual  effect  of  the  site 
for  some  in  the  immediate  neighborhood.  The  existing  building  provides  some  relief  from  the  mass  of  the 
neighboring  buildings,  which  are  three  and  four  stories  in  height.  The  project  would  be  similar  in  height 
to  the  other  structures  in  the  neighborhood,  while  mitigating  the  impact  of  adding  several  stories  to  the 
site,  as  seen  from  the  street,  by  stepping  back  the  addition.  For  these  reasons,  the  height  and  bulk  of  the 
proposed  building  would  not  result  in  a  substantially  or  demonstrably  negative  aesthetic  impact  to  the 
existing  visual  character  of  the  neighborhood  overall. 

The  proposed  building  would  enclose  existing  private  views  from  approximately  twelve  units  of 
residential  condominiums  at  530  Chestnut,  some  with  their  only  living  area  exposure  toward  the  side  lot 
line  shared  with  the  proposed  building.  The  Department  has  received  numerous  comments  regarding 
reduced  condominium  property  values  as  a  result  of  the  loss  of  views.  The  proposed  project  would 
change  views  of  the  site,  and  would  limit  or  change  views  currently  available  to  residents  and  workers  in 
nearby  buildings.  While  this  loss  or  change  of  views  might  be  of  concern  to  adjacent  property  owners 
and  area  residents,  and  would  be  a  design  issue  worthy  of  consideration  as  part  of  the  City's  decision  to 
approve  or  disapprove  the  Variance  and  the  project,  it  would  not  be  considered  a  significant 
environmental  effect  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  since  no  scenic  view 
currently  observed  from  public  areas  would  be  substantially  degraded. 
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The  proposed  building  would  also  reduce  light  and  air  to  the  same  approximately  twelve  condominium 
units,  (discussed  further  in  the  Air  Quality  section  of  this  Initial  Study).  The  project  would  emit  relatively 
low  levels  of  light,  similar  to  those  generated  by  similar  four-story  residential  structures,  and  would  not 
substantially  increase  ambient  light  levels  in  the  project  area.  The  proposed  project  would  be  in 
compliance  with  lighting  regulations.  Thus,  light  or  glare  impacts  would  be  considered  less-than- 
significant  pursuant  to  CEQA. 

For  the  aforementioned  reasons,  the  proposed  project  would  have  impacts  with  regard  to  visual  quality 
considered  to  be  less  than  significant. 

3.  Population.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Induce  substantial  growth  or  concentration  of  population?  _     X  X 

(b)  Displace  a  large  number  of  people  (involving  either 

housing  or  employment)?  _     X  X 

(c)  Create  a  substantial  demand  for  additional  housing  in  San 

Francisco,  or  substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?  _     X  _ 

The  proposed  project  would  have  20  residential  units,  consisting  of  eight  one-bedroom  and  twelve  two- 
bedroom  units.  The  existing  structure  is  at  present  unoccupied.  Thus,  the  project  is  estimated  to  increase 
the  on-site  population  by  approximately  30  to  40  people,  based  on  local  Census  2000  figures.  This 
increase  is  not  be  considered  to  be  substantial  or  growth  inducing. 


The  site  is  presently  vacant,  thus,  no  business  or  residential  displacement  would  occur  with  the  project. 
The  project  would  include  the  number  of  affordable  units  required  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code. 
The  project  would  result  in  an  increase,  not  decrease,  in  the  housing  supply.  Therefore,  for  the 
aforementioned  reasons,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  population  impacts. 

4.  Transportation/Circulation.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is  substantial 
in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  and 

capacity  of  the  street  system?  _  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation  systems, 
causing  substantial  alterations  to  circulation 

patterns  or  major  traffic  hazards?  _  X 

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit  demand  which  cannot  be 
accommodated  by  existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?  _  X 

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking  demand  which 
cannot  be  accommodated  by  existing  parking  facilities?  _  X 

Background 

Information  on  area  parking  and  traffic  relies  on  transportation  studies  conducted  in  2000  for  the  nearby 
North  Beach  Hope  VI  Housing  Redevelopment  project.6  The  area  is  generally  well  served  by  transit, 


San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report:  North  Beach  Hope  VI  Housing  Redevelopment,  May 
17,  2001.  Case  File  2000.173E,  available  for  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street. 


X 
X 

X 
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especially  in  light  of  the  site'*  proximity  to  the  tourist  destinations  of  the  north  waterfront.  Major  arterial 
roadways  that  access  the  project  vicinity  are:  the  Embarcadero,  Van  Ness  Avenue  to  Bay  or  North  Point 
Streets,  and  Columbus  Avenue.  On-street  parking  in  the  area  is  especially  scarce  in  the  evening  hours. 

Parking 

There  is  on-street  parking  available  on  all  of  the  streets  in  the  project  vicinity  with  a  range  of  residential 
permit  parking  restrictions,  and  unmetered  and  metered  parking.  A  survey  of  on-street  parking  occupancy 
showed  approximately  85%  occupancy  at  midday  while  90%  or  greater  occupancy  during  the  evening. 

The  same  study  found  five  off-street  parking  facilities  in  the  area  associated  with  nearby  tourism  and 
monthly  parking  uses.  Both  the  weekday  and  early  evening  occupancy  rate  approximated  60%  while 
other  facilities  further  north,  closer  to  Fisherman's  Wharf  and  Pier  39,  showed  daytime  occupancy  rates 
up  to  95%  during  peak  seasonal  conditions. 


Area  Streets 

Chestnut  Street 

Chestnut  Street  is  an  east-west  local  residential  street,  fronting  the  project  site. 


Powell  Street 

Powell  Street  is  a  north-south  residential  street,  between  Jefferson  Street  and  Market  Street,  bounding  the 
project  block  to  the  east,  by  the  project  site.  The  MUNI  15  and  39  bus  lines  operate  on  Powell  Street. 
The  nearest  bus  stop  is  approximately  400  feet  away  on  Powell  Street,  south  of  the  corner  with  Francisco 
Street,  by  Francisco  Middle  School,  for  the  outbound  15  Third  and  39  Coit  coaches. 

Mason  Street 

Mason  Street  is  a  north-south  residential  street,  between  Jefferson  Street  and  Market  Street,  bounding  the 
project  block  to  the  west. 

Bay  Street 

Bay  Street  is  an  east-west  arterial  between  Fillmore  Street  and  the  Embarcadero,  carrying  cross-town 
traffic.  On-street  parking  is  prohibited  on  the  north  side  of  Bay  Street  from  4:00  to  6:00  pm,  as  the  lane  is 
used  as  an  additional  westbound  traffic  lane. 


Taylor  Street 

Taylor  Street  is  a  north-south  residential  street  between  the  Embarcadero  and  Market  Street,  while 
between  Columbus  and  Bay  Streets  it  is  used  for  cable  car  operations.  The  Powell  Street  cable  car 
terminates  on  Taylor  at  Bay  Street,  two  blocks  west  of  the  project  site.  The  2000  study  noted  pedestrian 
traffic  in  the  immediate  area  appeared  heaviest  on  Taylor  Street,  associated  with  the  Cable  Car 
turnaround. 
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barcadero 

;  Embarcadero  is  a  major  arterial  along  the  northeast  perimeter  of  San  Francisco,  from  Taylor  Street  to 
g  Street  in  the  South  of  Market  area.  The  MUNI  F-line  runs  within  the  median;  bicycle  lanes  run  in 
n  directions.  The  arterial  has  two  to  three  travel  lanes  in  each  direction.  The  Embarcadero  is 
ignated  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  as  a  Major  Arterial  and  part 
he  Congestion  Management  Network  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation  System.  The  Embarcadero 
Iso  noted  as  a  Class  II  Citywide  Bicycle  Route  (#5).  The  Embarcadero  is  a  Transit  Important  Street  as 
ignated  in  the  General  Plan. 

umbus  Avenue 

umbus  Avenue  is  a  northwest-southeast  major  arterial  street  between  Montgomery  and  Beach  Street. 
MUNI  30  Stockton  bus  line  runs  south  and  then  through  Chinatown  and  on  to  the  Caltrain  depot, 
umbus  Avenue  is  designated  in  the  Transportation  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  as  a 
or  Arterial  and  part  of  the  Congestion  Management  Network  and  the  Metropolitan  Transportation 
tern  Columbus  Street  is  also  noted  as  a  Class  III  Citywide  Bicycle  Route  (#1 1).  Columbus  Avenue  is 
ansit  Important  Street  as  designated  in  the  General  Plan. 

p  Generation 

project  is  estimated  to  generate  an  average  daily  180  person  trips,  based  on  7.5  trips  per  one-bedroom 
and  10  trips  per  two-bedroom  unit,  spread  among  various  modes  of  transportation,  including  about  31 
ion  trips  in  the  p.m.  peak  hour.  Based  on  the  Transportation  Impact  Analysis  Guidelines  for 
ironmental  Review  using  Superdistrict  1  data  and  2000  Census  data  for  San  Francisco,  it  is  estimated 
about  12  p.m.  peak  hour  person  trips  by  automobile  would  be  generated  by  the  project,  about  10 
;on  trips  by  public  transit,  and  about  9  person  trips  by  walking  or  other  modes.  The  10  public  transit 
>  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  would  be  accommodated  by  existing  capacity  on  the  abovementioned 
sit  lines  and  would  not  noticeably  affect  transit  service  in  the  area.  No  MUNI  vehicles  run  on  this 
ion  of  Chestnut  Street,  thus  traffic  associated  with  the  residential  garage  would  not  interfere  with 
lie  transit.  The  increase  in  automotive  traffic  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  would  not  be  a  significant 
ease  relative  to  the  existing  capacity  of  the  street  system  and  would  be  undetectable  to  most  drivers. 

sstrian  trips  associated  with  the  proposed  project  would  include  walk  trips  to  and  from  the  residential 
ance  on  Chestnut  Street  and  those  related  to  the  bus  stops  or  shops  west  on  Columbus  Avenue,  north 
Jay  Street  towards  Fisherman's  Wharf,  or  south  on  Powell  Street  toward  North  Beach  and  downtown, 
nine  person  trips  during  the  p.m.  peak  period  would  not  be  discernible  over  existing  conditions  where 
dents  and  employees  cross  the  streets  surrounding  the  project  site.  The  proposed  project  would  not 
;e  any  significant  impacts  related  to  bicycles  trips  or  routes. 

ffic 

rsection  operations  are  typically  described  by  Level  of  Service  or  LOS,  which  rates  the  delay 
;rienced  by  most  motorists  on  a  scale  from  A  to  F.  Intersection  traffic  flow  in  the  area  is  generally 
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good,  with  the  exception  of  Bay  and  Taylor  Streets,  two  blocks  northwest  of  the  site,  which  functions  at 
LOS  D.  The  project's  12  person  trips  would  be  2%  of  the  automobile  trips  expected  to  be  generated  by 
the  North  Beach  Hope  VI  housing  project.  Under  project  conditions,  including  the  Hope  VI  project,  the 
Bay/Taylor  intersection  would  continue  to  operate  at  LOS  D  while  allowing  substantial  increases  in  delay 
before  deteriorating  to  an  unacceptable  LOS  E.  Thus,  520  Chestnut  Street  project  traffic  impacts  would 
be  less  than  significant. 

Parking  and  Loading 

The  Planning  Code  requires  the  provision  of  off-street  parking  for  residential  units  at  a  ratio  of  one  space 
per  residential  unit,  and  the  proposed  project  would  fulfill  this  requirement  by  providing  21  off-street 
subsurface  garage  parking  spaces  for  20  units  and  one  for  the  building  manager.  Based  on  the 
Transportation  Guidelines,  the  project  is  estimated  to  generate  a  parking  demand  for  27  parking  spaces, 
considering  typical  parking  demand  generated  by  12  multi-bedroom  units  and  8  one-bedroom  units.  The 
basement  levels  of  the  existing  building  have  been  used  most  recently  for  equipment  storage,  not  off- 
street  parking,  thus  no  off-street  parking  would  be  eliminated  with  the  project.  The  project  would  be 
expected  to  result  in  a  seven-space  parking  deficit  versus  demand. 

On-street  parking  in  the  vicinity  is  limited.  The  project  could  increase  the  demand  for  on-street  parking  in 
the  surrounding  area.  An  unmet  demand  of  seven  spaces  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  unmet 
demand  or  one  that  would  significantly  affect  the  availability  of  area  on-street  parking.  The  Hope  IV 
project  may  also  create  an  unmet  demand  for  approximately  40  parking  spaces  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project.  Thus,  while  the  520  Chestnut  street  project  would  not  substantially  affect  existing  parking 
conditions  in  the  surrounding  area,  on-street  parking  availability  in  the  area  would  continue  to  be  reduced. 

Because  parking  deficits  are  not  static  conditions  of  the  natural  or  built  environment,  they  do  not  result  in 
significant  impacts  in  themselves  unless  their  secondary'  effects  to  the  physical  environment,  such  as 
increased  traffic  congestion  at  intersections,  air  quality,  or  noise  effects  caused  by  congestion,  result  in 
significant  impacts.  Therefore,  although  the  existing  parking  conditions  in  proximity  to  the  project  site 
are  poor  and  would  be  marginally  aggravated  with  the  project,  it  would  not  be  considered  a  significant 
impact. 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  does  not  require  the  project  to  provide  off-street  loading  spaces  and 
none  are  proposed.  There  would  be  sufficient  room  for  occasional  small  delivery  trucks  to  park  alongside 
the  project  site  on  the  Chestnut  Street  frontage.  Garbage  would  be  stored  in  a  ground  floor  trash  room 
accessed  through  the  garage. 

Construction 

Project  construction  would  be  expected  to  take  approximately  six  months  after  permit  issuance. 
Construction  vehicles  would  park  adjacent  to  the  site  along  the  Chestnut  Street  frontage.  Trucks  would 
deliver  and  remove  materials  from  the  site  during  working  hours,  and  construction  workers  may  drive 
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work  or  personal  vehicles  to  and  from  the  construction  site.  The  sidewalk  in  front  of  the  project  site 
would  be  expected  to  be  closed  during  construction.  Construction  activities  that  impede  the  travel  lanes 
by  the  site  would  degrade  local  traffic  flow.  One  or  two  other  projects  on  blocks  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
project  site  may  also  be  under  construction  during  this  time.  Temporary  parking  lane  and  sidewalk 
closure  requires  permitting  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  and,  if  extensions  in  closure 
area  or  duration  are  required,  from  the  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  as  well. 

In  the  interest  of  coordinating  project-construction-related  truck  movements,  local  parking,  and 
circulation,  especially  with  bus  lines  and  school  and  daycare  facilities  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity, 
the  sponsor  and  construction  contractors  would  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  DPT  to 
identify  appropriate  measures  to  minimize  circulation  disruption  or  potential  safety  hazards,  as 
Improvement  Measure  1  (see  the  Improvement  Measures  section  of  this  Initial  Study).  Measures  that 
may  be  identified  by  DPT,  such  as  requiring  additional  flaggers  at  certain  times  of  the  day,  should  be 
included  in  the  construction  phase  of  work. 

Traffic  delays  resulting  from  this  and  other  project  construction  in  the  area  may  cause  a  noticeable 
worsening  of  traffic  conditions  in  the  vicinity.  However,  these  effects  would  be  temporary,  and  therefore 
would  be  considered  less-than-significant  impacts  to  traffic  conditions. 

Cumulative  Traffic 

Under  cumulative  traffic  conditions  projected  for  2015,  the  proposed  project  at  520  Chestnut  Street  would 
:ontribute  less  than  1%  to  unacceptably  deteriorating  traffic  conditions  at  the  Bay/Taylor  intersection, 
which  would  be  expected  to  worsen  from  LOS  D  to  E.  This  would  indicate  that  the  project  is  within  the 
2xpected  traffic  growth  rate  from  area  development,  without  being  a  significant  contributor  to  it. 
Therefore,  immediate  and  cumulative  project  traffic  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Therefore,  for  the  aforementioned  reasons,  the  project  would  not  result  in  significant  transportation 
impacts. 

5.  Noise.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise  levels  for 

adjoining  areas?  _     X  X 

(b)  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation  Standards,  if  applicable?     _     X  _ 

(c)  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing  noise  levels?  _     X  _ 

\n  approximate  doubling  of  traffic  volumes  in  the  area  would  be  necessary  to  produce  an  increase  in 
imbient  noise  levels  noticeable  to  most  people.  The  project  would  not  cause  a  doubling  in  traffic 
/olumes  and  therefore  would  not  cause  a  noticeable  increase  in  the  ambient  noise  level  in  the  project 
/icinity.  The  proposed  project  would  include  mechanical  equipment,  such  as  air  conditioning  units  and 
:hillers,  which  could  produce  operational  noise.  These  operations  would  be  subject  to  the  San  Francisco 
^oise  Ordinance,  Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code.  Compliance  with  Section  2909  of  this 
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ordinance  would  limit  noise  from  building  operations,  and  substantial  increases  in  the  ambient  noise  level 
due  to  building  equipment  noise  would  not  be  anticipated. 

Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  establishes  uniform  noise  insulation  standards  for 
residential  projects.  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  review  the  final  building  plans  to 
insure  that  the  building  wall  and  floor/ceiling  assemblies  meet  State  standards  regarding  sound 
transmission. 

The  proposed  excavation  and  construction  could  generate  noise,  and  possibly  vibration  that  may  be 
considered  an  annoyance  by  occupants  of  nearby  properties.  Noise  levels  would  fluctuate  depending  on 
the  construction  phase,  equipment  type  and  duration  of  use,  distance  between  noise  source  and  receptor, 
and  the  presence  or  absence  of  barriers.  The  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  of 
construction  equipment  other  than  impact  tools  not  exceed  80  decibels  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the 
source.  Impact  tools  (jackhammers,  pile  drivers,  impact  wrenches,)  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust 
muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  ordinance  prohibits 
construction  between  8:00  p.m.  and  7:00  a.m.  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  level  by  five  decibels  at 
the  property  line,  unless  the  Director  of  Public  Works  authorizes  a  special  permit.  Because  construction 
noise  is  regulated  and  is  temporary  and  intermittent,  it  would  not  be  expected  to  result  in  a  significant 
impact.  Compliance  with  Section  2908  and  2909  of  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  would  limit  noise 
from  building  operations  and  construction;  thus,  noise  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  temporarily  increase  noise  in  the  site  vicinity,  including  at  the 
nearby  daycare  center  and  at  Francisco  Middle  School,  located  on  Powell  Street  east  of  the  project  site. 
Construction  equipment  would  generate  noise  and  possibly  vibrations  that  could  be  considered  an 
annoyance  by  occupants  of  these  properties.  The  foundation  work  proposed  for  the  project  building  as 
planned  does  not  include  the  use  of  pile  drivers,  however  methods  of  construction  would  be  known  after 
building  permit  application  structural  plans  have  been  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
(DBI).  Repetitive  noise  throughout  the  work  and  school  day  may  be  considered  a  nuisance,  although 
temporary.  Although  any  sensitive  receptors  would  be  affected  only  temporarily  and  intermittently, 
construction  noise  and  vibration  impacts  should  be  minimized  and  monitored,  through  implementation  of 
Improvement  Measure  2  (see  the  Improvement  Measures  section  of  this  Initial  Study),  to  identify 
additional  muffling  measures  with  DPW  and  to  notify  the  affected  schools  with  times  to  expect 
disruptions.  Noise  impacts  would  be  considered  less-than-significant. 

6.   Air  Quality/Climate.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard  or  contribute 
substantially  to  an  existing  or  projected  air  quality 
violation? 

(b)  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial  pollutant 
concentrations? 


X 


_  X 

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable  odors?  X 

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature  (including  sun  shading        ~  ~ 
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effects)  so  as  to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 

change  the  climate  either  in  the  community  or  region?  _     X  _ 

rh  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  has  established  thresholds  for  projects 
x  iring  its  review  for  potential  air  quality  impacts.  These  thresholds  are  based  on  the  minimum  size 

:  rt;cts  that  the  District  considers  capable  of  ,  producing  air  quality  problems  due  to  vehicular  emissions, 
ire  the  project  would  not  exceed  this  minimum  standard,  no  significant  air  quality  impacts  due  to 
el  cular  emissions  would  be  generated  by  the  proposal. 

h  Department  has  received  numerous  comments  regarding  the  loss  of  light  and  airflow  to 
api  oximately  twelve  Malt  House  condominium  units  at  530  Chestnut  Street  as  a  result  of  the  project, 
rh  Malt  House  unit  exposures  affected  are  set  back  approximately  fifteen  feet,  with  decks  approximately 
se>n  feet  back,  from  the  property  line  shared  with  the  project  site.  The  project  would  result  in  an 
apj  oximately  40-foot  wall  at  the  property  line  facing,  and  partially  enclosing,  the  sole  living  area 
txjtsure  for  six  of  these  condominium  units.  In  response  to  the  neighbors'  concerns,  the  modified 
ore  ict  incorporates  an  approximately  three  and  a  half  foot  deep  notch  to  the  proposed  building  along  the 

nth  of  the  affected  Malt  House  exposures  (see  Figure  3B),  in  order  to  lessen  the  impact  on  these 
es  iences.  There  would  be  a  reduction  in  light  and  air  to  some  of  the  530  Chestnut  units  as  a  result  of  the 

c  ict.  The  project  sponsor  seeks  a  Variance  to  provide  the  project's  required  rear  yard  at  the  east  side 
of  ie  property.  The  proposed  project  would  provide  sun  exposure  to  all  of  its  units  at  the  front  or  east 
id  yard.  The  520  Chestnut  units  would  have  an  exposure  to  approximately  25  feet  to  the  property  line 
shSid  with  neighboring  structures  on  the  east.  The  project  would  not  breech  any  standards  related  to  air 
c inflation,  and  thus  light  and  air  impacts  to  the  Malt  House  units  would  not  be  considered  significant 
impacts  pursuant  to  CEQA.  However,  these  issues  should  be  considered  as  part  of  the  City's  findings 
reqired  for  Variance  and  project  approvals  or  disapprovals.  The  Planning  Commission  has  the  ability  to 
reqire  design  modifications  or  other  adjustments  if  warranted  as  part  of  its  consideration  of  the  project 
d(  sor's  application  for  Conditional  Use  authorization. 

BAlQMD  Regulation  8,  Rule  40  requires  that  written  notification  be  submitted  to  the  district  at  least  five 
5)  ays  before  the  startup  of  excavation  of  contaminated  soil.  Although  remediation  of  contaminated  soil 
o  a  former  leaking  underground  storage  tank  (LUST)  was  certified  as  completed  by  the  Department  of 
Pul  ic  Health  (DPH)  in  December  of  2003,  testing  was  limited  to  samples  on  and  by  the  project  site.  If 
o  ail  is  disturbed  by  the  project,  the  Environmental  Health  Section -Hazardous  Waste  Unit  of  DPH 
ai  s  that  no  further  remediation  actions  would  be  necessary  pursuant  to  the  Maher  Ordinance,  Article 
22i  of  the  Health  Code;7  (soil  contamination  is  discussed  further  in  the  Hazards  Section  of  this  Initial 
Stuy).'  The  sponsor  plans  to  not  disturb  or  minimally  disturb,  site  soils  with  construction,  however 
Tie  ods  of  construction  and  related  soil  disturbance  requirements  would  be  known  after  building  permit 
apj  cation  structural  plans  have  been  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI).  From 
anj  :ontaminated  soil,  there  is  the  possibility  of  aeration  of  fugitive  hydrocarbon  emissions  from  exposed 

v  J 
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site  soils.  If  DPH,  which  has  oversight  responsibilities  for  remediation,  indicates  that  compliance  with 
the  BAAQMD  notification  requirement  is  recommended,  and  would  help  reduce  potential  air  quality 
impacts,  this  protocol  may  also  help  protect  air  quality  and  reduce  project  soil  movement  impacts  to  air 
quality  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Any  soil  or  debris  movement  related  to  the  proposed  project's  demolition  and  construction  activities 
would  create  the  potential  for  wind-blown  dust  to  add  to  the  particulate  matter  in  the  local  atmosphere. 
Across  Powell  Street,  at  Francisco  Middle  School,  sensitive  receptors  may  be  present.  In  order  to  reduce 
the  quantity  of  dust  generated  during  demolition  and  construction  activities,  and  any  potential  impacts  on 
local  sensitive  receptors,  the  project  sponsor  has  agreed  to  implement  dust  reduction  measures,  as 
Mitigation  Measure  1  (see  the  Mitigation  Measures  section  of  this  Initial  Study).  This  mitigation  measure 
would  help  reduce  any  potential  effects  of  dust  generation  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

7.  Utilities/Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Breach  published  national,  state  or  local  standards 

relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter  control?  X  X 

(b)  Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity  to  serve  new 

development?  X  X 

(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools,  recreation 

or  other  public  facilities?  XX 

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water,  or  communications 

facilities?  X  X 


Utilities  and  public  services  are  already  provided  for  the  existing  site  and  project  area.  The  proposed 
project  would  be  expected  to  increase  water  and  energy  consumption  but  not  above  levels  expected  and 
provided  for.  Effects  on  power  or  communication  utilities  would  be  less  than  significant.  No  standards 
related  to  litter  control  would  be  breached  with  the  project. 

The  project  area  is  served  by  a  combined  sewer  system.  The  proposed  project  would  result  in  an  increase 
of  on  site  population,  however,  potential  increases  in  utility  or  public  facility  demand  would  not  be 
substantial  relative  to  existing  capacity. 

For  the  aforementioned  reasons,  the  proposed  project  would  have  no  significant  impact  on  utilities  and 
public  services. 

8.   Biology.  Could  the  project: 

(a)  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  endangered  species  of 
animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat  of  the  species? 

(b)  Substantially  diminish  habitat  for  fish,  wildlife  or 
plants,  or  interfere  substantially  with  the  movement 
of  any  resident  or  migratory  fish  or  wildlife  species? 

(c)  Require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of  mature, 
scenic  trees? 
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Yes  No  Discussed 
_     X  X 

-XX 
X 


I 


The  project  site  is  absent  of  vegetation.  The  project  would  not  affect  any  threatened,  rare,  or  endangered 
animal  or  plant  life  or  habitat,  nor  would  it  interfere  with  any  resident  or  migratory  species. 

The  project  would  be  required  by  the  Planning  Department  to  plant  street  trees.  Tree  species,  locations, 
and  maintenance  requirements  would  be  identified  as  part  of  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW), 
Street  Use  and  Mapping,  tree  planting  permit  application  review. 

Biological  impacts  of  the  project  would  be  less  than  significant. 

9.  Geology/Topography.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Expose  people  or  structures  to  major  geologic  hazards 

(slides,  subsidence,  erosion  and  liquefaction).    X  X 

(b)  Change  substantially  the  topography  or  any  unique 

geologic  or  physical  features  of  the  site?    X   

The  project  site  is  in  a  Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone  (SHSZ)  as  shown  in  the  Community  Safety  Element 
of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  designated  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology.  The 
site  location  is  in  an  area  of  violent  ground  shaking  intensity  for  magnitude  7.1  earthquakes  on  either  the 
Hayward  or  San  Andreas  earthquake  faults.8  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential 
(General  Plan,  Map  4),  a  Seismic  Hazards  Study  Zone  (SHSZ)  designated  by  the  California  Division  of 
Mines  and  Geology.  The  project  site  is  located  in  an  area  of  filled  lands,  near  the  original  "north  beach" 
of  San  Francisco.  Historic  fill  areas  are  known  to  be  susceptible  to  liquefaction  during  earthquake  events. 
For  any  development  proposal  in  an  area  of  liquefaction  potential,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
(DBI),  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application,  requires  the  project  sponsor  to  prepare  a 
geotechnical  report  pursuant  to  the  State  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act. 

The  project  sponsor  has  provided  a  geotechnical  investigation  report  prepared  for  the  project  site  by  a 
California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer.9  The  report  assesses  the  nature  and  severity  of  the  hazards  on 
the  site  and  recommends  project  design  and  construction  features  that  would  reduce  the  hazards.  The 
report  notes  fill  sand  with  dense  sand  at  12  to  18  feet  below  the  street  grade,  sloping  towards  the  north 
waterfront,  with  clays  below  and  bedrock  at  about  56  feet.  Groundwater  was  encountered  at  18  feet 
below  street  grade  or  four  feet  below  the  concrete  basement  floor  slab.  The  report  concludes  that  the  site 
geotechnical  concerns  include:  settlement,  strong  earthquake  shaking,  liquefaction,  and  lateral 
spreading.10  Thus,  the  report  recommends  the  use  of  either  driven  piles  or  densification  of  liquefiable 
materials  beneath  the  site.    The  project  sponsor  does  not  plan  to  use  either  technique,  but  plans  to 


Association  of  Bay  Area  Governments  (ABAG),  Earthquake  Hazard  Map  for  San  Francisco,  http://quake.abag.ca.gov, 
accessed  September  8,  2003. 

Earth  Mechanics  Consulting  Engineers,  Report:  Geotechnical  Investigation  Planned  Development  at  520  Chestnut  Street,  San 
Francisco,  California,  October  17,  2002.  Case  File  2003.0053E,  available  for  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning 
Department,  1 660  Mission  Street. 
10 

Ibid.,  3. 
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reinforce  the  existing  slab  foundation  and  supporting  building  columns.  However,  in  its  review  of  the 
building  permit  application,  DBI  would  specify  the  technique  to  be  used. 

The  report  also  notes  that  dewatering  and  shoring  should  accompany  site  excavation.11  With 
incorporation  of  these  recommendations,  the  geotechnical  report  concludes  that  the  proposed  project  can 
be  safely  constructed. 

To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding  structural  safety,  when 
DBI  reviews  the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  a  proposed  project,  it  will  determine  necessary 
engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential  damage  to  structures  from 
groundshaking  and  liquefaction.  Therefore,  potential  damage  to  structures  from  geologic  hazards  on  a 
project  site  would  be  mitigated  through  the  DBI  requirement  for  a  geotechnical  report  and  review  of  the 
building  permit  application  pursuant  to  its  implementation  of  the  Building  Code. 

The  proposed  project  would  involve  reinforcement  of  the  existing  slab  foundation.  According  to  the 
geotechnical  investigation  for  the  project  site,  groundwater  occurs  at  approximately  four  feet  below  the 
existing  slab  foundation.  Fluctuations  in  groundwater  could  occur  from  variations  in  rainfall,  tidal 
fluctuations,  and  possibly  other  factors.  Any  groundwater  encountered  during  construction  of  the 
proposed  project  would  be  subject  to  requirements  of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste  Ordinance  (Ordinance 
Number  199-77),  requiring  that  groundwater  meet  specified  water  quality  standards  before  it  may  be 
discharged  into  the  sewer  system.  The  Bureau  of  Systems  Planning,  Environment  and  Compliance  of  the 
S.F.  Public  Utilities  Commission  must  be  notified  of  projects  necessitating  dewatering,  and  may  require 
water  analysis  before  discharge.  Should  dewatering  be  necessary,  the  final  soils  report  would  address  the 
potential  settlement  and  subsidence  impacts  of  this  dewatering.  Based  upon  this  discussion,  the  report 
would  contain  a  determination  as  to  whether  or  not  a  lateral  movement  and  settlement  survey  should  be 
done  to  monitor  any  movement  or  settlement  of  surrounding  buildings  and  adjacent  streets.  If  a 
monitoring  survey  is  recommended,  the  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  that  a  Special 
Inspector  (as  defined  in  Article  3  of  the  Building  Code)  be  retained  by  the  project  sponsor  to  perform  this 
monitoring. 

Groundwater  observation  wells  would  be  installed  to  monitor  potential  settlement  and  subsidence.  If,  in 
the  judgment  of  the  Special  Inspector,  unacceptable  movement  were  to  occur  during  dewatering, 
groundwater  recharge  would  be  used  to  halt  this  settlement.  Costs  for  the  survey  and  any  necessary 
repairs  to  service  lines  under  the  street  would  be  borne  by  the  project  sponsor.  Groundwater 
contamination  impacts,  or  subsequent  subsidence  impacts  from  dewatering  are  potentially  significant 
adverse  effects  of  excavation.  However,  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  City's  Industrial  Waste 
Ordinance  would  reduce  these  impacts  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 


Ibid..  5. 
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herefore,  due  to  the  statutory  requirements  for  permit  review  and  regulatory  oversight,  no  significant 
lpact  would  be  expected. 

3.  Water.  Could  the  project: 

(a)  Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or  contaminate  a 
public  water  supply? 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  deplete  ground  water  re- 
sources, or  interfere  substantially  with  ground 
water  recharge? 

(c)  Cause  substantial  flooding,  erosion  or  siltation? 

'  le  domestic  water  supply  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  is  obtained  from  mountain  surface 
i  noff  and  distributed  though  a  system  maintained  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works.  No 
1  )table  water  supplies  would  be  affected  by  the  project. 

j  a  municipal  water  wells  are  located  within  one  half  mile  of  the  site.  Thus,  groundwater  contamination 
'  auld  not  be  expected  to  occur.  The  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  considers  the  contamination 
;  sociated  with  the  LUST  remediated  sufficiently  and  granted  a  closure  certificate  in  December  2003, 
i  iscussed  further  in  the  Hazards  section  of  this  Initial  Study).  DPH  has  not  identified  other  measures 
i  sociated  with  the  Maher  Ordinance,  Article  22A  of  the  San  Francisco  Health  Code,  that  would  be 
i  quired  as  part  of  the  project.  DPH  review  under  Article  22A  examines  whether  organic  or  inorganic 
( nstituents  existed  in  the  fill  beneath  a  development  and  if  concentrations  detected  posed  a  threat  to 
'  3rkers  or  the  public.  DPH  notes  that  the  existing  basement/foundation  walls  act  a  barrier  to  petroleum 
1  drocarbon  plume  migration.  The  project  does  not  involve  demolition  of  the  basement/foundation  walls, 
1  wever  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit  application,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI) 
^ould  specify  the  structural  requirements  and  construction  techniques  to  be  used.  Should  the  project 
i  volve  soil  disturbance  or  removal  of  these  subsurface  barriers,  the  potential  contamination  issues  would 
1  revisited  by  DPH  (see  the  Hazards  section  of  this  Initial  Study  and  Mitigation  2). 

r  le  project  site  is  completely  paved.  Site  runoff  is  collected  in  drop  inlet  catch  basins  adjacent  to  the 
j  Dject  site.  The  project  would  not  substantially  change  the  current  amount  of  impervious  surface  area, 
t  jrefore  the  volume  of  water  from  runoff,  drainage,  or  groundwater  recharge  would  not  substantially 
c  ange  as  a  result  of  the  project.  No  significant  impact  would  be  expected. 

: ..  Enerev/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Encourage  activities  which  result  in  the  use  of 
large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use 

,  these  in  a  wasteful  manner?  X  X 

(b)  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential  use, 

extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural  resource?  _     X  _ 

7  e  proposed  project  would  increase  population  and  energy  consumption  on  site.  There  would  be  a 
c  inge  in  energy  consumption,  but  not  one  that  would  be  considered  substantial  in  the  context  of  the 


Yes  No  Discussed 


X  X 


X  X 
X  X 
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larger  district,  the  City,  or  regionally.  Thus  the  energy  effects  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  less-than- 
significant. 


12.  Hazards.  Could  the  project: 

(a)  Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or  involve  the 
use,  production  or  disposal  of  materials  which  pose  a 
hazard  to  people  or  animal  or  plant  populations  in  the 
area  affected? 

(b)  Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans  or  emergency 
evacuation  plans? 

(c)  Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire  hazard? 

The  City  has  adopted  an  ordinance  (Ordinance  253-86,  signed  by  the  Mayor  on  June  27,  1986)  which 
requires  analyzing  soil  for  hazardous  wastes  within  specified  areas  and  on  sites  specifically  designated  by 
the  Director  of  Public  Works  when:  1)  at  least  50  cubic  yards  of  soil  are  disturbed,  2)  there  is  construction 
on  the  bay  side  of  the  historic  high-tide  line,  or  3)  there  is  reason  to  believe  that  hazardous  waste  may  be 
present.  The  ordinance,  known  as  the  Maher  Ordinance,  now  Article  22A  of  the  Health  Code, 
specifically  includes  sites,  such  as  the  project  site,  which  are  bay  ward  of  the  high  tide  line  (as  shown  on 
maps  available  from  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)).  Due  to  the  site  location  within  the  Maher 
area,  the  project  sponsor  has  been  required  to  submit  an  application  for  review  by  the  Department  of 
Public  Health. 

Where  hazardous  wastes  are  found  in  excess  of  state  or  federal  standards,  the  sponsor  would  be  required 
to  submit  a  site  mitigation  plan  (SMP)  to  the  appropriate  state  or  federal  agency(ies),  and  to  implement  an 
approved  SMP  prior  to  issuance  of  any  building  permit.  Where  toxics  are  found  for  which  no  standards 
are  established,  the  sponsor  would  request  a  determination  from  state  and  federal  agencies  as  to  whether 
an  SMP  is  needed.  Known  contamination  has  been  present  at  the  site,  associated  with  leaking 
underground  storage  tanks  that  were  removed  in  1999,  in  accordance  with  DPH  permitting  requirements. 
The  site  was  certified  as  closed  in  December  2003,  and  has  been  monitored  through  wells  installed  in 
2002  in  front  of  the  property,  on  Chestnut  Street. 

Hydrocarbon  Contamination 

The  site  has  been  certified  by  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  as  fully  compliant 
with  required  soil  and  groundwater  contamination  remediation,  as  the  site  of  a  former  Leaking 
Underground  Storage  Tank  (LUST),  in  December  2003.  There  had  been  two  300-gallon  underground 
gasoline  tanks  on  site,  probably  installed  in  the  1940's.  The  tanks  were  not  in  use  during  the  last  use  of 
the  existing  building,  and  were  removed  in  1999  under  permits  from  the  DPH.  Contaminated  soil  was 
removed  from  the  tank  excavation  in  1999.  In  2002,  the  petroleum  hydrocarbon  groundwater 
contamination  appeared  to  be  confined  to  the  areas  north  of  the  tanks  in  a  down-gradient  direction. 


Yes  No  Discussed 

_     X  X 

_     X  X 
X  X 
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ubsequent  groundwater  and  soil  sampling  indicated  elevated  petroleum  levels  had  been  removed  or 
ecreased,  thus  DPH's  Local  Oversight  Program  certified  the  remedial  actions  as  completed  in  2003. 12 

he  sponsor  plans  to  not  disturb  or  minimally  disturb,  site  soils  with  construction,  however  methods  of 
Dnstruction  and  related  soil  disturbance  requirements  would  be  known  after  building  permit  application 
ructural  plans  have  been  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI).  Since  some 
jntaminated  soil  and  water  may  still  be  present  at  the  subject  site,  and  since  the  proposed  project  may 
ivolve  disturbing  existing  soils  on  the  project  site,  public  exposure  to  contaminated  soil  could  occur  and 
ould  constitute  a  potential  public  health  hazard. 

PH  has  not  identified  other  measures  associated  with  the  Maher  Ordinance,  Article  22 A  of  the  San 
ancisco  Health  Code,  that  would  be  required  as  part  of  the  project.  However,  this  determination  was 
ade  on  the  basis  of  no  soil  disturbance  to  be  conducted  as  part  of  the  project.  Foundation  reinforcement 
tivities  at  the  basement  are  near  fluctuating  groundwater  levels,  thus  contributing  to  the  potential  for 
oundwater  contamination.    The  potential  for  encountering  soil  and  groundwater  contamination  is 
msidered  to  be  a  potentially  significant  impact,    implementation  of  Mitigation  Measure  2  (see  the 
'.  itigation  Measures  section  of  this  Initial  Study),  to  carry  out  testing  and  preparation  of  a  Site  Mitigation 
'.  an  (SMP)  for  oversight  by  DPH,  as  necessary  based  on  the  soil  disturbance  that  would  take  place  with 
i  e  project,  known  after  review  of  the  building  permit  by  DBI,  would  reduce  this  impact  to  a  less-than- 
:  ^nificant  level. 

.  >bestos 

lae  existing  structure  on  site  would  have  its  interior  demolished  as  part  of  the  project.  This  building  was 
instructed  in  1927  and  as  such  has  the  potential  to  contain  asbestos-containing  materials.  Section 
•827.5  of  the  California  Health  and  Safety  Code,  adopted  January  1,  1991,  requires  that  local  agencies 
1 1  issue  demolition  or  alteration  permits  until  an  applicant  has  demonstrated  compliance  with 
i  tification  requirements  under  applicable  Federal  regulations  regarding  hazardous  air  pollutants, 
i:luding  asbestos.  The  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  (BAAQMD)  is  vested  by  the 
( ilifornia  legislature  with  authority  to  regulate  airborne  pollutants,  including  asbestos,  through  both 
i  ;pection  and  law  enforcement,  and  is  to  be  notified  ten  days  in  advance  of  any  proposed  demolition  or 
i  atement  work. 

I  )tification  includes  the  names  and  addresses  of  operations  and  persons  responsible;  description  and 
1  :ation  of  the  structure  to  be  demolished/altered  including  size,  age  and  prior  use,  and  the  approximate 
a  lount  of  friable  asbestos;  scheduled  starting  and  completion  dates  of  demolition  or  abatement;  nature  of 
I  mned  work  and  methods  to  be  employed;  procedures  to  be  employed  to  meet  BAAQMD  requirements; 
a  i  the  name  and  location  of  the  waste  disposal  site  to  be  used.  The  District  randomly  inspects  asbestos 


3hatia. 
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removal  operations.  In  addition,  the  District  will  inspect  any  removal  operation  concerning  which  a 
complaint  has  been  received. 

The  local  office  of  the  State  Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration  (OSHA)  must  be  notified  of 
asbestos  abatement  to  be  carried  out.  Asbestos  abatement  contractors  must  follow  state  regulations 
contained  in  8CCR1529  and  8CCR341.6  through  341.14  where  there  is  asbestos-related  work  involving 
100  square  feet  or  more  of  asbestos  containing  material.  Asbestos  removal  contractors  must  be  certified 
as  such  by  the  Contractors  Licensing  Board  of  the  State  of  California.  The  owner  of  the  property  where 
abatement  is  to  occur  must  have  a  Hazardous  Waste  Generator  Number  assigned  by  and  registered  with 
the  Office  of  the  California  Department  of  Health  Services  in  Sacramento.  The  contractor  and  hauler  of 
the  material  is  required  to  file  a  Hazardous  Waste  Manifest  which  details  the  hauling  of  the  material  from 
the  site  and  its  disposal.  Pursuant  to  California  law,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  would 
not  issue  the  required  permit  until  the  applicant  has  complied  with  the  notice  requirements  described 
above. 

These  regulations  and  procedures,  already  established  as  a  part  of  the  permit  review  process,  would  insure 
that  any  potential  impacts  due  to  asbestos  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

Lead-Based  Paint 

Lead  paint  may  be  found  in  the  interior  of  the  existing  1927  building  proposed  for  partial  demolition  as 
part  of  the  project.  Demolition  must  comply  with  Chapter  36  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  Work 
Practices  for  Exterior  Lead-Based  Paint.  Where  there  is  any  work  that  may  disturb  or  remove  lead  paint 
on  the  exterior  of  any  building  built  prior  to  December  31,  1978,  Chapter  36  requires  specific  notification 
and  work  standards,  and  identifies  prohibited  work  methods  and  penalties.  No  evaluation  of  lead-based 
paint  was  submitted  for  the  environmental  application. 

Chapter  36  applies  to  buildings  or  steel  structures  on  which  original  construction  was  completed  prior  to 
1979  (which  are  assumed  to  have  lead-based  paint  on  their  surfaces),  where  more  than  ten  total  square 
feet  of  lead-based  paint  would  be  disturbed  or  removed.  The  ordinance  contains  performance  standards, 
including  establishment  of  containment  barriers,  at  least  as  effective  at  protecting  human  health  and  the 
environment  as  those  in  the  HUD  Guidelines  (the  most  recent  Guidelines  for  Evaluation  and  Control  of 
Lead-Based  Paint  Hazards)  and  identifies  prohibited  practices  that  may  not  be  used  in  disturbance  or 
removal  of  lead-based  paint.  Any  person  performing  work  subject  to  the  ordinance  shall  make  all 
reasonable  efforts  to  prevent  migration  of  lead  paint  contaminants  beyond  containment  barriers  during  the 
course  of  the  work,  and  any  person  performing  regulated  work  shall  make  all  reasonable  efforts  to  remove 
all  visible  lead  paint  contaminants  from  all  regulated  areas  of  the  property  prior  to  completion  of  the 
work. 

The  ordinance  also  includes  notification  requirements,  contents  of  notice,  and  requirements  for  signs. 
Notification  includes  notifying  bidders  for  the  work  of  any  paint-inspection  reports  verifying  the  presence 
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)r  absence  of  lead-based  paint  in  the  regulated  area  of  the  proposed  project.  Prior  to  commencement  of 
vork,  the  responsible  party  must  provide  written  notice  to  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Building 
nspection,  of  the  location  of  the  project;  the  nature  and  approximate  square  footage  of  the  painted  surface 
>eing  disturbed  and/or  removed;  anticipated  job  start  and  completion  dates  for  the  work;  whether  the 
esponsible  party  has  reason  to  know  or  presume  that  lead-based  paint  is  present;  whether  the  building  is 
esidential  or  nonresidential,  owner-occupied  or  rental  property,  approximate  number  of  dwelling  units,  if 
ny;  the  dates  by  which  the  responsible  party  has  or  will  fulfill  any  tenant  or  adjacent  property 
lotification  requirements;  and  the  name,  address,  telephone  number,  and  pager  number  of  the  party  who 
vill  perform  the  work.  (Further  notice  requirements  include  Sign  When  Containment  is  Required,  Notice 
>y  Landlord,  Required  Notice  to  Tenants,  Availability  of  Pamphlet  related  to  protection  from  lead  in  the 
ome,  Notice  by  Contractor,  Early  Commencement  of  Work  [by  Owner,  Requested  by  Tenant],  and 
Notice  of  Lead  Contaminated  Dust  or  Soil,  if  applicable.)  The  ordinance  contains  provisions  regarding 
ispection  and  sampling  for  compliance  by  DBI,  and  enforcement,  and  describes  penalties  for  non- 
ompliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  ordinance. 

hese  regulations  and  procedures  by  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  would  ensure  that  potential 
Tipacts  of  demolition,  due  to  lead-based  paint,  would  be  reduced  to  a  level  of  insignificance. 

lire  Hazard  i;l ■  .  ■» 

he  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI)  would  require  an  alteration  permit  and  a  building  permit 
3r  the  proposed  project.  The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  structure  that  conforms  to  current  fire 
ad  safety  codes.  If  instructed  by  DBI,  the  sponsor  would  incorporate  project  recommendations  included 
1  the  geotechnical  report  for  soil  compaction,  thus  improving  subsurface  conditions  as  they  may  affect 
jbsurface  utilities  and  their  potential  rupture  during  earthquake  events.  Because  of  the  regulatory 
versight  in  place,  the  project  impact  associated  with  fire  hazards  are  considered  to  be  less-than- 
gnificant. 

or  the  abovementioned  reasons,  the  impacts  related  to  hazards  would  be  less-than-significant. 

3.  Cultural.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or  historic 
archaeological  site  or  a  property  of  historic  or 
cultural  significance  to  a  community  or  ethnic  or 
social  group;  or  a  paleontological  site  except  as  a 

part  of  a  scientific  study?  _     X  X 

(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational,  educational, 
religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the  area?  _     X  _ 

(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or 

Article  1 1  of  the  City  Planning  Code?  _    X  X 

ictors  considered  in  order  to  determine  the  potential  for  encountering  archaeological  resources  include 
cation,  depth  and  amount  of  excavation  proposed,  as  well  as  any  existing  information  about  known 
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resources  in  the  area.  The  site  is  known  to  be  in  an  area  of  some  historic  archeological  sensitivity, 
proximate  as  it  is  to  the  original  north  shoreline.  However,  the  site  has  undergone  subsurface  disturbance 
with  the  fill  and  excavation  of  the  site  for  construction  of  the  existing  building  and  its  full  basement  to  a 
depth  of  approximately  18  feet.  Therefore,  any  archeological  resources,  should  they  be  encountered,  may 
already  be  disturbed.  The  project  as  planned  would  perform  little  soil  disturbance  for  their  foundation 
reinforcement  activities,  however  the  extent  of  soil  disturbance  or  excavation  would  not  be  known  until 
building  permit  application  structural  plans  for  the  proposed  structure  have  been  reviewed  by  the  Department  of 
Building  Inspection  (DBI).  In  order  to  protect  any  archaeological  resources  that  may  be  unexpectedly 
encountered  during  construction,  Mitigation  Measure  3  (see  the  Mitigation  Measures  section  of  this  Initial 
Study),  is  required  to  avoid  any  potentially  significant  impacts. 

The  existing  building  is  a  concrete  garage/warehouse  constructed  in  1927.  The  structure  is  included  in 

the  North  Beach  Survey  of  Cultural  Resources  (North  Beach  Survey)  adopted  by  the  San  Francisco  Board 

of  Supervisors  in  1999  as  a  local  register  of  historical  resources.  The  Survey  rating  of  "2"  for  the  building 

indicates  "basic  architectural  fabric,  strong  contributing  building"  for  the  Survey  Area.    All  of  the 

properties  on  Assessor's  Block  0052  that  surround  the  project  site  are  listed  with  ratings  of  1,  2,  or  3, 

indicating  importance.  An  Historic  Resource  Evaluation  Report  (HRER)  was  prepared  to  evaluate  the 

existing  structure  as  an  historic  resource  and  potential  impact  of  the  proposed  structure  on  the  historic 

13 

character  of  the  neighborhood.     "The  HRER  confirmed  that  the  building  retains  its  integrity  and  appears 

little  changed  since  its  inclusion  in  the  North  Beach  Survey,"  and  thus  would  be  considered  an  historical 
14 

resource  under  CEQA. 

CEQA  requires  that  significant  adverse  impacts  to  historical  resources  be  minimized  and  avoided  when 
possible.  The  original  proposed  project  would  have  included  the  demolition  of  the  existing  building  and 
thus  would  have  resulted  in  a  significant  adverse  effect  on  an  historical  resource.  To  avoid  this  impact, 
the  project  was  revised  to  retain  the  most  important  character-defining  features  of  the  historical  resource. 
The  new  project  minimizes  the  impact  of  the  replacement  of  the  existing  building  with  a  new  residential 
structure  through  retention  of  the  Chestnut  street  frontage  and  parapet,  with  alteration  of  building  entries 
and  windows.  The  Department  has  reviewed  the  new  development  proposal  and  determined  that  with  the 
existing  building's  modified  treatment,  the  project  would  conform  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's 
Standards  for  Rehabilitation.  Thus,  the  proposed  project  as  revised  would  have  a  less-than-significant 
impact  on  historical  resources. 

The  notable  inverted-V  parapet,  which  defines  the  street  wall  roof  line,  would  be  retained  and  the  new 
construction  would  be  set  back  eight  feet  from  the  frontage  in  order  to  retain  this  important  character- 
defining  feature  of  the  existing  building  and  preserve  some  of  the  historic  character  and  scale  of  the 
neighborhood.  The  proposed  addition  would  "not  destroy  the  historic  materials  or  features  of  the  historic 

13 

Kiemat. 
14  _ 

Mark  Luellen,  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  Technical  Memorandum,  October  21,  2003.  Case  File  2003.0053E, 
available  for  review  by  appointment  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street. 
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warehouse.  The  proposed  addition  is  clearly  differentiated  stylistically  from  the  original  structure.  Its  set 
back  from  the  facade  would  be  compatible  with  the  historic  building  and  protect  its  integrity... The  new 
use  would  be  compatible  with  the  existing  historic  warehouse  and  the  alterations  would  preserve  the 
building  as  well  as  the  surrounding  survey  area's  character  defining  features."15  In  the  interest  of 
assuring  the  historic  materials  of  the  existing  building  are  not  lost  through  damage  during  the  extensive 
demolition  and  construction  phase  project  activities,  project  architect  consultation  with  a  practitioner  of 
preservation  architecture  is  recommended  as  Improvement  Measure  2  (see  the  Improvement  Measures 
section  of  this  Initial  Study).  For  the  reasons  cited  above,  project  impact  on  the  historic  character  of  the 
North  Beach  Survey  Area  would  be  less  than  significant. 

The  Bauer  &  Schweitzer  Malt  Company,  adjacent  to  the  proposed  project,  was  designated  a  San 
Francisco  Landmark  (Number  129)  in  1981.  Although  the  landmark  was  essentially  demolished  in  the 
late  1990' s  for  residential  condominiums,  the  landmark  designation  of  the  building  has  not  yet  changed. 
Even  if  the  original  landmark  were  intact,  the  proposed  project  for  520  Chestnut  would  not  adversely 
affect  the  landmark's  integrity,  such  that  its  significance  would  be  materially  impaired,  because  the 
project  would  not  be  substantially  incompatible  with  the  historic  landmark  or  setting.  For  these  reasons, 
and  the  changes  sustained  by  the  Malt  House,  impacts  to  San  Francisco  Landmark  129  would  not  be 
significant. 

For  the  aforementioned  reasons,  the  impacts  to  cultural  resources  would  be  less-than-significant. 


OTHER.  Could  the  project:  Yes  No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments  other  than 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department  or  Department  of  Building  Inspection, 

or  from  Regional,  State  or  Federal  Agencies?  X    X 

Approvals 

The  project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  submit  plans  or  secure  permits  from  the  following  agencies: 

1.  Department  of  Public  Health  (DPH)  for  Maher  Ordinance  Permit,  and  for  submittal  Site 
Mitigation  Plan,  if  required 

2.  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW),  Street  Use  and  Mapping  for  Temporary  Occupancy 
Permit  and  Street  Space  Permit;  Urban  Forestry  Department  for  Tree  Planting  Permit 

3.  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT),  Traffic  Engineering  Division  for  Special  Traffic 
Permit,  if  required 

4.  Regional  Water  Quality  Control  Board  (RWQCB)  for:  submittal  of  Corrective  Action  Plan,  if 
required 

5.  California  Division  of  Occupational  Health  and  Safety  (Cal-OSHA)  for:  submittal  of  Site 
Health  and  Safety  Plan,  if  required 


15 

Luellen,  2004. 
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Neighborhood  Notice 


A  Notification  of  Project  Receiving  Environmental  Review  was  mailed  on  February  19,  2003,  to  property 
owners  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  and  owners  and  occupants  of  properties  adjacent  to  the  project  site. 
Concerns  expressed  by  owners  regarding  the  possible  effects  of  the  project  on  neighboring  530  Chestnut 
condominium  values  were  noted;  other  concerns  regarding  neighboring  530  Chestnut  residents'  exposure 
(views,  light/air)  have  been  addressed  above,  in  the  Visual  Quality  and  Air  Quality  sections  of  the  Initial 
Study  respectively. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES  Yes  No  N/A  Discussed 

1 )  Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if  mitigation 

measures  are  not  included  in  the  project?  X     —   —  X 

2)  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to  eliminate  significant 

effects  included  in  the  project?  X     —    —  X 

Each  of  the  following  mitigation  measures,  which  have  been  agreed  to  by  the  project  sponsor  on  March 
26,  2004,  are  necessary  to  avoid  potential  significant  effects  of  the  project: 


Mitigation  Measure  1.  Air  Quality 

The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  spray  the  site  with  water  during  demolition, 
excavation,  and  construction  activities;  spray  unpaved  construction  areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per 
day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover  trucks  hauling  debris,  soils,  sand  or  other 
such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during  demolition,  excavation,  and  construction  at  least 
once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on 
May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project 
sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for 
this  purpose.  The  project  sponsors  would  require  the  project  contractor(s)  to  maintain  and  operate 
construction  equipment  so  as  to  minimize  exhaust  emissions  of  particulates  and  other  pollutants,  by  such 
means  as  a  prohibition  on  idling  motors  when  equipment  is  not  in  use  or  when  trucks  are  waiting  in 
queues,  and  implementation  of  specific  maintenance  programs  to  reduce  emissions  for  equipment  that 
would  be  in  frequent  use  for  much  of  the  construction  period. 

Mitigation  Measure  2.  Hazards 

After  building  permit  application  structural  plans  have  been  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  (DBI),  should  any  soil  movement  be  required  as  part  of  the  project,  prior  to  disturbing  soils  on 
site,  the  project  sponsor  would  conduct  the  following  measures: 

a.    Site  Mitigation  Plan  (SMP)  and  Corrective  Action  Plan  (CAP) 

The  project  sponsor  shall  verify  Department  of  Public  Health  approval  of  a  Site  Mitigation 
Plan  (SMP)  to  be  implemented  during  project  construction  prior  to  issuance  of  any  building 
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permit.  The  project  sponsor  shall  also  verify  submittal  to  RWQCB  of  a  Corrective  Action 
Plan  (CAP)  to  be  implemented  during  project  construction. 

b.  Remediation 

Prior  to  conducting  project  remediation  activities  a  Site  Health  and  Safety  Plan  would  be 
prepared  pursuant  to  the  California  Division  of  Occupational  Health  and  Safety  (Cal-OSHA) 
requirements  and  National  Institute  for  Occupational  Safely  and  Health  guidance  to  ensure 
worker  safety.  Under  Cal-OSHA  requirements,  the  Site  Health  and  Safety  Plan  would  need  to 
be  prepared  prior  to  initiating  any  earth  moving  activities  at  the  site. 

The  site  shall  be  remediated  in  accordance  with  the  standards,  regulations,  and  determinations 
of  local,  state,  and  federal  regulatory  agencies.  The  project  sponsor  shall  coordinate  with  the 
DPH  and  any  other  applicable  regulatory  agencies  to  adopt  contaminant-specific  remediation 
target  levels.  Hazardous  substances  shall  be  removed  and  disposed  of  at  an  approved  site,  and 
any  other  appropriate  actions  shall  be  taken,  as  directed  by  DPH  and  the  San  Francisco  Local 
Oversight  Program  (SFLOP).  Retention  or  addition  of  several  groundwater  monitoring  wells 
may  be  required  to  confirm  contaminant  concentrations  and  groundwater  flow  direction  as  part 
of  the  project. 

c.  Handling,  hauling,  and  disposal  of  contaminated  soils 

c.l.    Dust  suppression 

Soils  exposed  during  excavation  for  site  preparation  and  project  construction  activities 
shall  be  kept  moist,  or  as  otherwise  directed  by  DHP  to  minimize  particulates, 
throughout  the  time  they  are  exposed,  both  during  and  after  work  hours.  (See 
Mitigation  Measure- 1). 

c.l.    Surface  water  runoff  control 

Where  soils  are  stockpiled,  plastic  sheeting  shall  be  used  to  create  an  impermeable 
liner,  both  beneath  and  on  top  of  the  soils,  with  a  berm  to  contain  any  potential  surface 
water  runoff  from  the  soil  stockpiles  during  inclement  weather. 

c.3.    Soils  replacement 

Clean  fill  or  other  suitable  material(s)  shall  be  used  to  bring  portions  of  the  project 
site,  where  contaminated  soils  have  been  excavated  and  removed,  up  to  construction 
grade.  If  directed  by  DBI,  the  recommendations  of  the  geotechnical  report  will  be 
followed,  and  the  top  two  feet  of  site  soils  will  be  re-compacted  to  95%  relative 
compaction. 

c.4.    Hauling  and  disposal 
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Contaminated  soils  shall  be  hauled  off  the  project  site  by  waste  hauling  trucks 
appropriately  certified  with  the  State  of  California  and  adequately  covered  to  prevent 
dispersion  of  the  soils  during  transit,  and  shall  be  disposed  of  at  a  permitted  hazardous 
waste  disposal  facility  registered  with  the  State  of  California. 

d.  Preparation  of  certification  report 

After  excavation  and  foundation  construction  activities  are  completed,  the  project  sponsor 
shall  prepare  and  submit  a  certification  report  to  DPH  for  review  and  approval.  The 
certification  report  shall  include  the  mitigation  measures  in  the  SMP  for  handling  and 
removing  contaminated  soils  from  the  project  site,  whether  the  construction  contractor 
modified  any  of  these  mitigation  measures,  and  how  and  why  the  construction  contractor 
modified  those  mitigation  measures. 

e.  Deed  recordation 

After  project  construction  and  if  both  of  the  following  circumstances  are  met,  the  project 
sponsor  shall  file  a  recordation  on  the  deed  for  the  subject  property  that  indicates  the  need  to 
take  special  precautions  during  future  disturbance  of  the  soils  on  the  property  due  to  certain 
on-site  soil  conditions:  1)  based  on  the  results  of  the  soil  and  groundwater  tests,  DPH 
determines  that  project  site  soils  or  groundwater  are  contaminated  at  or  above  potentially 
hazardous  levels,  and/or  2)  potentially  hazardous  levels  of  contaminants  remain  at  the  project 
site. 

Mitigation  Measure  3.  Archeology 

After  the  building  permit  application  structural  plans  have  been  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building 
Inspection  (DBI),  should  any  soil  movement  be  required  as  part  of  the  project,  the  following  mitigation 
measure  is  required  to  avoid  any  potential  adverse  effect  from  the  proposed  project  on  accidentally 
discovered  buried  or  submerged  historical  resources  as  defined  in  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15064.5(a)(c). 
The  project  sponsor  shall  distribute  the  Planning  Department  archeological  resource  "ALERT"  sheet  to  the 
project  prime  contractor;  to  any  project  subcontractor  (including  demolition,  excavation,  grading, 
foundation,  pile  driving,  etc.  firms);  or  utilities  firm  involved  in  soils  disturbing  activities  within  the  project 
site.  Prior  to  any  soils  disturbing  activities  being  undertaken  each  contractor  is  responsible  for  ensuring 
that  the  "ALERT"  sheet  is  circulated  to  all  field  personnel  including,  machine  operators,  field  crew,  pile 
drivers,  supervisory  personnel,  etc.  The  project  sponsor  shall  provide  the  Environmental  Review  Officer 
(ERO)  with  a  signed  affidavit  from  the  responsible  parties  (prime  contractor,  subcontractor(s),  and 
utilities  firm)  to  the  ERO  confirming  that  all  field  personnel  have  received  copies  of  the  Alert  Sheet. 

Should  any  indication  of  an  archeological  resource  be  encountered  during  any  soils  disturbing  activity  of 
the  project,  the  project  Head  Foreman  and/or  project  sponsor  shall  immediately  notify  the  ERO  and  shall 
immediately  suspend  any  soils  disturbing  activities  in  the  vicinity  of  the  discovery  until  the  ERO  has 
determined  what  additional  measures  should  be  undertaken. 
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f  the  ERO  determines  that  an  archeological  resource  may  be  present  within  the  project  site,  the  project 
ponsor  shall  retain  the  services  of  a  qualified  archeological  consultant.  The  archeological  consultant  shall 
dvise  the  ERO  as  to  whether  the  discovery  is  an  archeological  resource,  retains  sufficient  integrity,  and  is 
if  potential  scientific/historical/cultural  significance.  If  an  archeological  resource  is  present,  the 
rcheological  consultant  shall  identify  and  evaluate  the  archeological  resource.  The  archeological 
onsultant  shall  make  a  recommendation  as  to  what  action,  if  any,  is  warranted.  Based  on  this 
nformation,  the  ERO  may  require,  if  warranted,  specific  additional  measures  to  be  implemented  by  the 
roject  sponsor. 

4easures  might  include:  preservation  in  situ  of  the  archeological  resource;  an  archaeological  monitoring 
rogram;  or  an  archeological  testing  program.  If  an  archeological  monitoring  program  or  archeological 
isting  program  is  required,  it  shall  be  consistent  with  the  Major  Environmental  Analysis  (MEA)  division 
uidelines  for  such  programs.  The  ERO  may  also  require  that  the  project  sponsor  immediately  implement 
site  security  program  if  the  archeological  resource  is  at  risk  from  vandalism,  looting,  or  other  damaging 
ctions. 

he  project  archeological  consultant  shall  submit  a  Final  Archeological  Resources  Report  (FARR)  to  the 
RO  that  evaluates  the  historical  significance  of  any  discovered  archeological  resource  and  describing  the 
rcheological  and  historical  research  methods  employed  in  the  archeological  monitoring/data  recovery 
rogram(s)  undertaken.  Information  that  may  put  at  risk  any  archeological  resource  shall  be  provided  in  a 
jparate  removable  insert  within  the  final  report. 

opies  of  the  Draft  FARR  shall  be  sent  to  the  ERO  for  review  and  approval.  Once  approved  by  the  ERO, 
Dpies  of  the  FARR  shall  be  distributed  as  follows:  California  Archaeological  Site  Survey  Northwest 
lformation  Center  (NWIC)  shall  receive  one  (1)  copy  and  the  ERO  shall  receive  a  copy  of  the  transmittal 
f  the  FARR  to  the  NWIC.  The  Major  Environmental  Analysis  division  of  the  Planning  Department  shall 
iceive  three  copies  of  the  FARR  along  with  copies  of  any  formal  site  recordation  forms  (CA  DPR  523 
iries)  and/or  documentation  for  nomination  to  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places/California 
egister  of  Historical  Resources.  In  instances  of  high  public  interest  or  interpretive  value,  the  ERO  may 
:quire  a  different  final  report  content,  format,  and  distribution  than  that  presented  above. 

VIPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

nprovement  measures  diminish  effects  of  the  project  that  are  identified  in  the  environmental  analysis  as 
iing  less-than-significant  impacts. 

nprovement  Measure  1.  Construction  Circulation  Safety 

the  interest  of  coordinating  project-construction-related  truck  movements,  local  parking,  and 
rculation,  especially  with  bus  lines  and  school  and  daycare  facilities  in  the  immediate  project  vicinity, 
e  sponsor  and  construction  contractors  should  meet  with  the  Traffic  Engineering  Division  of  the 
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Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  (DPT)  to  identify  appropriate  measures  to  minimize  circulation 
disruption  or  potential  safety  hazards.  Measures  that  may  be  identified  by  DPT  should  be  included  in 
plans  for  the  construction  phase  of  work.  Additional  care  needs  to  be  taken  to  ensure  safety  of  school 
children  and  their  safe  passage  to  and  from  school  sites.  This  includes  all  school  crossings  and  all  streets 
within  posted  school  zones.  This  is  particularly  critical  during  the  arrival  and  departure  times  at  a 
construction-impacted  school  site/zone.  Measures  to  address  this  issue  may  include,  for  example, 
requiring  additional  flaggers  during  critical  time  periods,  giving  advance  notice  of  construction  activities 
to  any  nearby  school  or  daycare,  and/or  contractor  responsibility  to  make  arrangements  with  the  schools 
to  maintain  all  school  bus  and  passenger  loading  zones.  Parking  lane  closure  also  requires  permitting 
from  DPT. 

Improvement  Measure  2.  Construction  Noise 

Although  any  sensitive  receptors  would  be  affected  only  temporarily  and  intermittently,  construction 
noise  impacts  to  schools  should  be  minimized  and  monitored.  Thus,  it  is  recommended  that  after  the 
building  permit  application  structural  plans  have  been  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
(DBI),  the  contractor  meet  with  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW)  Noise  Abatement  section  to 
identify,  and  how  to  best  implement,  any  additional  construction  noise  muffling  and/or  vibration 
minimizing  measures  as  recommended  by  DPW.  Additionally,  the  contractor  should  notify  the  affected 
schools  with  times  to  expect  possible  noise  disruptions. 

Improvement  Measure  3.  Historic  Materials 

In  the  interest  of  assuring  the  historic  materials  of  the  existing  building  are  not  lost  through  damage 
during  extensive  project  demolition  and  construction  phase  activities,  it  is  recommended  that  the 
Architect  consult  with  a  practitioner  of  preservation  architecture  for  any  specific  recommendations  on 
best  practices,  new  and  replacement  materials,  as  required. 


MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNIFICANCE  Yes  No  Discussed 

1)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality 
of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of 
a  fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife 
population  to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten 
to  eliminate  a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the 
number  or  restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered 
plant  or  animal,  or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the 
major  periods  of  California  history  or  pre-history? 

2)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 
to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals? 

3)  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects  which 
are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively  considerable? 
(Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other  current 
projects,  and  probable  future  projects.) 

4)  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 


X 
X 

X 
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human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly? 


X 


The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  for 
lot  size  and  approval  of  a  Variance  by  the  San  Francisco  Zoning  Administrator  for  provision  of  rear  yard. 
While  local  concerns  or  other  planning  considerations  may  be  grounds  for  modification  or  denial  of  the 
proposal,  in  the  independent  judgment  of  the  Planning  Department,  there  is  no  substantial  evidence  that 
the  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental 
Quality  Act. 

ON  THE  BASIS  OF  THIS  INITIAL  STUDY 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a 

NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Planning  Department. 

X  I  find  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there 
WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  Mitigation  Measures  1,  2,  and  3  in  the 
discussion  have  been  included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project.  A  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE 
DECLARATION  will  be  prepared. 

  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


Gerald  G.  Green 
Director  of  Planning 
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To  Interested  Parties  Regarding  the  Attached  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration: 

A  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  is  being  sent  to  you  because  you  own  properly  adjacent  to 
the  site,  or  because  you  have  expressed  an  interest  in  the  proposed  project  or  the  project  area.  Notice  of 
publication  of  this  document  was  printed  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  on  the  day  that  this  was 
mailed  to  you. 

Prior  to  consideration  of  the  proposed  project  by  decision  makers  (which  may  result  in  either  approval  or 
disapproval),  the  Planning  Department  is  required  to  complete  an  environmental  evaluation.  In 
conformance  with  this  requirement,  the  Department's  Major  Environmental  Analysis  Division  has 
evaluated  the  current  proposal  and  has  determined  that  it  could  not  significantly  affect  the  environment. 
A  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  containing  this  determination  with  supporting  reasons  is 
enclosed. 

Within  20  calendar  days  from  the  date  of  publication  indicated  on  the  first  page  of  the  Preliminary 
Mitigated  Negative  Declaration,  any  person  may: 

1)  Review  the  attached  materials  for  informational  purposes. 

2)  Make  recommendations  for  amendment  of  the  text.  (Text  may  be  amended  to  clarify  or  correct 
statements  and  may  be  expanded  to  include  additional  relevant  issues  or  to  cover  issues  in  greater  depth. 
This  may  be  done  without  the  appeal  described  below).  -  OR  - 

3)  Appeal  the  determination  of  no  significant  effect  in  a  letter  that  specifies  the  grounds  for  such 
appeal  and  requests  that  an  environmental  impact  report  (EIR)  be  prepared.  Send  the  appeal  letter  to  the 
Planning  Department,  Attention:  Paul  Maltzer,  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500,  San  Francisco  CA,  94103. 
The  letter  must  be  accompanied  by  a  check  in  the  amount  of  $213.00  payable  to  the  Planning 
Department,  and  must  be  received  by  5  p.m.  on  the  20th  day  following  the  date  of  the  publication 
indicated  on  the  first  page  of  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration.  The  appeal  letter  and 
check  may  also  be  presented  in  person  at  the  Planning  Information  Counter  on  the  first  floor  at  1660 
Mission  Street,  San  Francisco. 

An  appeal  requires  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  whether  or  not  an  EIR  must  be  prepared,  based 
upon  whether  or  not  the  project  could  have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  the  physical  environment.  If  an 
appeal  is  filed,  there  will  be  a  public  hearing  at  which  anyone  may  testify  for  or  against  the  contention 
that  an  ELR  is  required.  In  the  absence  of  an  appeal,  the  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  may  be  made 
final,  subject  to  necessary  modifications,  at  the  end  of  the  20-day  review  period. 

Please  note  that  preparation  or  finalization  of  a  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  does  not  indicate  a 
decision  by  the  City  to  approve  or  to  disapprove  the  proposed  project.  However,  prior  to  making  any 
such  decision,  the  decision  makers  must  review  and  consider  the  information  contained  in  the  Mitigated 
Negative  Declaration. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  the  attached  materials  or  this  process,  please  contact  the  planner 
identified  as  the  "Agency  Contact  Person"  on  the  Preliminary  Mitigated  Negative  Declaration  cover  page. 


vised  2/12/04 

JVIEAYNeg  Decs\PND\PMND  Cover  Letter.doc 


I 


^PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  •  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500  •  San  Francisco,  California  •  94103-2414 


MAIN  NUMBER 

(415)  558-6378 


DIRECTOR'S  OFFICE 
PHONE:  558-641 1 

4TH  FLOOR 
FAX:  558-6426 


ZONING  ADMINISTRATOR 
PHONE:  558-6350 

5TH  FLOOR 
FAX:  558-6409 


PLANNING  INFORMATION 
PHONE:  558-6377 

MAJOR  ENVIRONMENTAL 
FAX:  558-5991 


COMMISSION  CALENDAR 
INFO:  558-6422 

INTERNET  WEB  SITE 
WWW.SFGOV.ORG/PLANNDMG 

DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


^NOTICE  OF  HEARING  ON  APPEAL 
OF  PRELIMINARY  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 


APR  2  6  2004 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


April  24, 2004 


You  are  hereby  notified  of  a  hearing  to  be  held  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  on  an  appeal 
concerning  the  environmental  review  of  the  following  project: 

File  No.  2003.0053E:    520  Chestnut  Street  -  Construction  of  20-Unit  Residential  Building. 

Assessor's  Block  0052  -  Lot  009,  on  the  north  side  of  Chestnut  Street,  between  Mason  and  Powell 
Streets,  in  the  North  Beach  neighborhood.  The  proposed  project  is  construction  of  a  57,393-gross-square- 
foot  (gsf),  four-story,  20-unit  residential  building,  with  21  basement  parking  spaces,  through  a  vertical 
addition  to  an  existing  building.  The  proposed  project  would  include  eight  one-bedroom  and  twelve  two- 
bedroom  units.  The  project  would  include  the  reuse  of  the  existing  approximately  21,250-gsf,  two-story, 
warehouse  constructed  in  1927  and  its  9,000-gsf  basement  level,  and  structural  improvements  to  the 
foundation.  New  construction  would  add  a  27,143-gsf  vertical  addition,  set  back  from  the  street,  to  the 
existing  21,250-gsf  building.  The  new  building  would  be  approximately  40  feet  in  height  at  the  roofline. 
The  site  is  in  the  North  Beach  Neighborhood  Commercial  District  zoning  district  and  40-X  height  and 
bulk  district.  The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Commission  for  lot  size  and  Variance  authorization  from  the  Zoning  Administrator  for  location  of  rear 
yard. 

An  initial  evaluation  conducted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  determined  that  the  proposed 
project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  that  no  environmental  impact 
report  is  required.  Accordingly,  a  PRELIMINARY  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  has 
been  prepared. 

This  appeal  is  scheduled  for  a  public  hearing  before  the  Planning  Commission  in  Room  400,  City  Hall,  1 
Dr.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  on  May  13,  2004  beginning  at  1:30  p.m.  or  later.  At  that  time,  the 
hearing  will  be  proposed  for  continuance  to  June  17,  2004  at  5:00  p.m.  or  later,  for  public  hearing  of  this 
appeal  and  other  matters  regarding  this  project.  For  a  more  specific  time,  please  call  558-6422  for 
recorded  information  the  week  of  the  hearing. 

If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  matter,  please  contact  Leigh  Kienker  at  (415)  558-5970. 


cc:  O.  Chavez/Bulletin  Board 


THE  PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

1 660  MISSION  STREET,  SUITE  500 
SAN  FRANCISCO,  CALIFORNIA  94103-2414 


POSTMASTER: 


THIS  PARCEL  MAY  BE  OPENED  FOR  POSTAL  INSPECTION  IF  NECESSARY 


PLANNING  DEPARTMENT 

City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  •  1660  Mission  Street,  Suite  500  •  San  Francisco,  California  •  94103-2414 


MAIN  NUMBER 

(415)  558-6378 


DIRECTOR'S  OFFICE 
PHONE:  558-6411 

4TH  FLOOR 
FAX:  558-6426 


ZONING  ADMINISTRATOR 
PHONE:  558-6350 

5TH  FLOOR 
FAX:  558-6409 


PLANNING  INFORMATION 
PHONE:  558-6377 

MAJOR  ENVIRONMENTAL 
FAX:  558-5991 


COMMISSION  CALENDAR 
INFO:  558-6422 

INTERNET  WEB  SITE 
WWW.SFGOV.ORG/PLANNING 


lay  18, 2004 


^  NOTICE  OF  HEARING  ON  APPEAL 
OF  PRELIMINARY  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 

MAY  2  /,  2004 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


rou  are  hereby  notified  of  a  hearing  to  be  held  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  on  an  appeal 
oncerning  the  environmental  review  of  the  following  project: 

ile  No.  2003.0053E:    520  Chestnut  Street  -  Construction  of  20-Unit  Residential  Building. 

.ssessor's  Block  0052  -  Lot  009,  on  the  north  side  of  Chestnut  Street,  between  Mason  and  Powell 
treets,  in  the  North  Beach  neighborhood.  The  proposed  project  is  construction  of  a  57,393-gross-square- 
>ot  (gsf),  four-story,  20-unit  residential  building,  with  21  basement  parking  spaces,  through  a  vertical 
idition  to  an  existing  building.  The  proposed  project  would  include  eight  one-bedroom  and  twelve  two- 
jdroom  units.  The  project  would  include  the  reuse  of  the  existing  approximately  21,250-gsf,  two-story, 
arehouse  constructed  in  1927  and  its  9,000-gsf  basement  level,  and  structural  improvements  to  the 
mndation.  New  construction  would  add  a  27,143-gsf  vertical  addition,  set  back  from  the  street,  to  the 
dsting  21,250-gsf  building.  The  new  building  would  be  approximately  40  feet  in  height  at  the  roofline. 
he  site  is  in  the  North  Beach  Neighborhood  Commercial  District  zoning  district  and  40-X  height  and 
ilk  district.  The  project  would  require  Conditional  Use  authorization  from  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
ommission  for  lot  size  and  Variance  authorization  from  the  Zoning  Administrator  for  location  of  rear 
ird. 

n  initial  evaluation  conducted  by  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Department  determined  that  the  proposed 
oject  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  that  no  environmental  impact 
port  is  required.  Accordingly,  a  PRELIMINARY  MITIGATED  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  has 
:en  prepared. 

'  lis  appeal,  scheduled  for  a  public  hearing  before  the  Planning  Commission  in  Room  400,  City  Hall,  1 
'.  r.  Carlton  B.  Goodlett  Place,  on  June  17,  2004,  has  now  been  postponed.  At  that  time,  the  hearing 
ill  be  proposed  for  continuance  to  July  15,  2004  at  4:00  p.m.  or  later,  for  public  hearing  of  this  appeal 
;  d  other  matters  regarding  this  project.  For  a  more  specific  time,  please  call  558-6422  for  recorded 
i  formation  the  week  of  the  hearing. 

]  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this  matter,  please  contact  Leigh  Kienker  at  (415)  558-5970. 
( :  O.  Chavez/Bulletin  Board 
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